Introduction
Modern European economies rely heavily on markets and private enterprises to decide what goods to make and sell, what capital projects to fund, what innovations to undertake, and where all these activities should take place. There are many reasons for this, from the belief that competitive markets are an important protector of liberty, to more economic concerns with efficiency. Modern European economies do not, however, rely on markets and private enterprises for everything, and do not leave markets and enterprises completely free from interference and regulation. This is not surprising. Markets, after all, do not always deliver efficient outcomes. In any case governments often pursue goals that have nothing to do with economic efficiency, and spend large amounts on a wide variety of policies [Bacon, 2009, p. 9] . For example, governments are often directly involved in the provision of public services such as health services, education, social welfare, national defense, law and order, and environmental protection. Governments also play an active role in managing important sectors of the economy, often where the sector is dominated by a former State monopoly, such as in telecoms or energy. Governments may also regulate markets for a variety of other reasons, such as the need to manage systemic risks in the financial sector. State aid is thus just one of many channels through which governments have an impact on the functioning of markets and economies. It is, however, probably the channel that is most tightly regulated under EU law.
Basic regulations of competition law on State aid can be found in Articles 107, 108, and 109 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union [TFEU, 2016] . Article 107 establishes EU regulations regarding state aid admissibility. The provisions of Article 107 par. 1 TFEU establish a principle of general prohibition of granting State aid and the provisions of par. 2 and 3 allow for granting State aid by way of exemption from the general prohibition. These exceptions are respectively the categories of aid which are admissible as compatible with the internal market (art. 107, par. 2) and the categories of aid which may be permitted or may be considered compatible with the internal market principles (art. 107, par. 3). Article 108 defines the powers of the Council and the European Commission with regard to the aid granted by Member States and compliance with the provisions of art. 107. In turn Article 109 gives the Council the power to issue regulations establishing rules for the application of art. 107 and 108 [Podsiadło, 2016, pp. 771-781] .
State aid within the meaning of Article 107 par. 1 TFEU causes advantage for certain enterprises or the production of certain goods, excluding others [Nicolaides, 2013, pp. 271-290] . In other words, a given measure cannot be regarded as State aid if it does not bring any benefits to the entity to which it is addressed. The advantage may take various forms associated with the phrasing of Article 107 par. 1 TFEU, which states explicitly that the aid may be provided in "any form". The European Commission applies in practice the division of forms of State aid into four groups [European Commission, 2001] . Group A includes those aid instruments, the use of which results in the transfer of the total amount of aid to the recipient. This group is divided into two subgroups, where A1 is aid provided directly from the budget (grants, refunds), and A2 is aid provided by the tax system or the social security system (tax exemptions and reliefs, reductions of social security contributions). Group B covers the forms of capital commitment of the country in the capital of the enterprises, subject to the exception where the state acts as a private investor (private investor test). The subgroup B1 (provision of capital to an enterprise) and subgroup B2 (converting enterprise debt into capital) can be specified here. Group C is the transfer of funds in which the value of aid is equal to the interest which the beneficiary does not have to pay for the period during which the given capital remains at its disposal. Within this group there are also two subgroups specified, i.e. C1 comprises so-called soft credit instruments (loans and preferential credits) and C2 includes tax deferral and other obligatory payments of a public law character. The last group D comprises active aid in the form of sureties and guarantees provided by the public authorities.
The subject of the article is to present the conditions of admissibility of State aid in the European Union. This should lead to verifying the hypothesis of the influence of State aid on the state of public finance in EU Member States which provided State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies in the years 2000-2016. This analysis is carried out based on the linear regression model. The response variable (dependent variable Y) is the size of the general government sector debt, and explanatory variable (independent variable X) is State aid in the form of: 1) grants; 2) tax exemptions and tax deferrals. In other words, the hypothesis highlights that State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies, in respect to the whole European Union and particular Member States, should be positively correlated with the size of the general government sector debt.
Economic justification for State aid in the European Union
In the market of the European Union, which is based on the mechanism of free competition, many changes occur as a result of the impact of micro-, meso-and macroeconomic factors. On the one hand, these changes go together with positive effects in the form of the development of enterprises, both those already operating in the Internal market as well as those whose strategic goal is to enter the market and do business activity in the long term. Compliance with the principles of free competition, reduction of entry barriers, elimination of customs barriers, consistent combating of monopolistic practices, the inflow of direct foreign investments and the related production increase, creating the conditions for public procurement, and suppliers' endeavour for uni-form purchase prices and purchasing products at prices adopted in the country where they are the lowest -these are the desired effects of competition in the Single European Market, enabling economic and social development of the European Union [Adamkiewicz-Drwiłło, 2010, p. 58] . On the other hand, not all market processes can be considered as the desired effect of competition. Then it is indicated that a market economy, in which the primary regulator of the occurring processes is competition, is burdened with certain deficiencies. The deficiencies of the market system are, in such a situation, justification for a replacement or supplement based on free competition of the market mechanism by other decision-making processes, such as State intervention.
The existence of market inefficiencies makes the assumptions on which the model of perfect competition is made, not always fulfilled, and thus it becomes difficult to achieve overall balance as well as maximize total prosperity. In other words, the lack of optimal market efficiency in the Pareto sense may justify state interventionism with the object of ensuring the optimal allocation of resources. Therefore, market inefficiencies justify State intervention and legitimize public authorities to adopt specific legal, administrative, and economic regulations within the scope of aid for enterprises; however, it is important to remember such balancing of the size of provided aid so the negative consequences do not bring more harm to entities functioning in the market. The actions taken by the State aimed at correcting market failures within the scope of the intervention in economic processes can also be ineffective due to the probability of government failures [Tunali, Fidrmuc, 2015 , pp. 1143 -1162 . At this point the failure of the State is shown, associated with its role as a remedy to the problem of information asymmetry and coordination of supply and demand, which means that state actions to encourage improvements in the efficiency and allocation of market mechanisms are subject to failure and as a result can lead, just like a market mechanism, to inefficient allocation of resources [Demsetz, 1969] . This means that State intervention in the economy is basically justified only in the occurrence of market imperfections, even when there is no guarantee that the measures used by the State will lead to greater prosperity, which is due to the lack of possession by the public authorities of the necessary information or high cost of the use of appropriate measures of aid [Crafts, 2017, pp. 105-112] . However, even if the State has the necessary information and relevant financial resources and intervenes in order to promote market mechanisms and economic growth, the control of these interventions cannot be avoided at the supranational level [Botta, Schwellnus, 2015, pp. 335-352] . This is because even legitimate actions taken by a given State within the interference in economic processes can cause harmful side effects in other countries [Nicolaides, 2004, pp. 365-396] . Hence, due to the impact that the provided aid has on the economic interests of enterprises that are beneficiaries, and also their competitors and the economy of individual countries, the issues relating to the admissibility of the aid are precisely regulated within the European Union. The rules adopted at the EU level affect the national regulations that relate to the provision of aid itself [Veebel, Ploom and Kulu, 2015, pp. 50-64] . They answer the question of whether the aid designed by a Member State, legal in the light of its national law, may be considered as compatible with the objectives of the European Union and whether it can be given. These principles are addressed to Member States and are designed to eliminate aid which has a negative impact on competition and trade within the Internal marketand in cases where such aid must be exceptionally provided, the discipline of those countries and standardizing of conditions within the EU that must be fulfilled in order for aid to be provided, which in turn should minimize its negative effects.
Grants and tax subsidies -general rules and statistics
The foundation of European Union policy in the area of State aid is the notation in Article 107 par. 1 of the Treaty on the functioning of the European Union, according to which State aid is inconsistent with the Internal market. Article 107 par. 1 TFEU states that: "Subject to other provisions foreseen in the Treaties, any aid provided by a Member State or by means of State resources in any form, which disturbs or threatens to disturb the competition by favouring of certain enterprises or the production of certain goods shall be inconsistent with the Internal market within the scope as it affects the trade between Member States". In the application of the competition rules of the European Union in the field of State aid, it is not significant if the instrument used is a fiscal measure, because Article 107 par. 1 TFEU applies to aid measures "in any form". A fiscal measure from a group of tax subsidies can be referred as aid within the meaning of Article 107 par. 1 if it fulfils the cumulative criterion, which consists of four elements [Podsiadło, 2015, pp. 103-120] .
Firstly, the measure must give the recipients of aid economic benefit that will consist of advantages which release them from burdens that are normally taken from their budgets. These privileges may be provided by reducing the tax burdens on the enterprises in a variety of ways, such as:
-reduction in the tax base (such as special deductions, special or accelerated adaptation of depreciation, or introducing reserves in the balance sheet), -total or partial reduction in the amount of tax (exemption from tax payment or a tax credit), -remission of tax liability or even abandonment of tax collection.
Secondly, the benefit must be granted by the State or from public funds. The loss of tax revenues is equivalent with the consumption of State resources in the form of financial expenses, even when the public support can be provided by both the tax provisions of a legislative, executive, or administrative nature, or through the practices of the tax authorities.
Thirdly, the measure must affect the competition and trade between Member States. This rule assumes that:
-the aid recipient performs an economic activity involving trade between Member States, -the received aid strengthens the position of an enterprise compared with the position of other enterprises which are competitors in trade in the Single European Market. Fourthly, the measure must fulfil the criterion of selectivity, which should be understood as promoting selected enterprises, sectors of the economy, regions of the country, or specific products. In addition, State aid concerns only those enterprises which, due to the criterion of profitability, would not be funded by private investors, aiming in the long term for return of the invested capital plus a reasonable profit. The public authorities providing aid in a given field aim to realize specific economic and social objectives. So State aid means financial support from public funds in such situations when the involvement of private funds is not economically justified.
State aid instruments used by Group A are characterized by the transfer of the total provided support in such a way that the amount of aid provided is equal to the transfer of funds from individual budgets. The State aid in this case can be provided either directly from the budget or at the expense of the budget. The aid from the budget, which means the instruments of A1 Group, are primarily grants, reductions in interest rates on bank credits, refunds, and export bonuses. Member States granted aid in the form of grants of about €634.33 billion in 2000-2016: EU-15 -€566.74 billion, EU-13 -only €67.59 billion [Eurostat, 2018a] . The largest amounts of State aid have been granted by Germany (€198.26 billion), France (€100.55 billion), Italy (€61.22 billion), Spain (€48.73 billion) and United Kingdom (€44.47 billion). In the Central and Eastern Europe area the countries that provided the greatest State aid in the form of grants are Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, and Romania -respectively €25.84 billion, €11.88 billion, €11.75 billion and €5.27 billion.
On the contrary, the aid causing the depletion of budget revenues -Groups A2 and C2 -is tax exemptions and relief, redemptions, postponement and rescheduling of tax collection, reduction in the amount of benefits in the social security system, omission of execution of para-budgetary debts and abandonment of collection of interest receivable for overdue public-legal liabilities, and tax deferral and other obligatory payments of a public law character. In this case, Member States granted aid in the form of tax subsidies of about €387.82 billion in 2000-2016: EU-15 -€353.18 billion, EU-13 -only €34.64 billion [Eurostat, 2018b] . The largest amounts of State aid have been granted by Germany (€109.88 billion), France (€83.33 billion), Sweden (€34.37 billion), United Kingdom (€33.07 billion) and Portugal (€22.26 billion). In the Central and Eastern Europe area the countries that provided the greatest State aid in the form of tax exemptions and tax deferrals are Poland, Hungary, Romania and Czech Republic -respectively €14.11 billion, €6.79 billion, €4.61 billion and €2.90 billion.
Problem formulation and methodology
The level of general government sector debt is useful information not only in studying the sustainability of public finance resulting from the weight of burdens with service costs in the short term. It also shows the implementation of the redistribution-intergenerational function, where growing public debt in the current period may result in the instability of public finance for future generations. As a test period the years 2000-2016 were adopted, i.e. the period of implementation of the two most important development strategies of the European Union -the Lisbon strategy and the "Europe 2020" strategy (taking the year 2016 as the closing period of observation was due to the available annual data on State aid, which is published by Eurostat). The thesis was accepted that the amount of State aid provided by EU Member States in the form of grants and tax subsidies should be positively correlated with the size of general government sector debt of these countries. The response variable (dependent variable Y) is the size of general government sector debt, and the explanatory variable (independent variable X) is state aid in the form of: 1) grants; 2) tax exemptions and tax deferrals. The positive correlation of the size of general government sector debt with the amount of State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies would mean that with the increase of such State aid there should be an increase in the debt of the public finance sector of EU Member States providing such aid.
Statistical analysis will be carried out based on two source tables. The first table shows the calculations for the linear regression model concerning respectively the slope parameter (directional factor (β). t Stat is a test of linear relationship occurrence between expenditure on State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies and the size of the general government sector debt. This statistical test allows one to verify the authenticity of the so-called null hypothesis that the parameter of the regression function I type β is equal to zero, with the alternative hypothesis that it is not equal to zero (H 0 : β = 0; H A : β = 0). The acceptance of the null hypothesis that the parameter β = 0 would mean that an increase in the value of expenditure on State aid by €1 million will not cause any changes in the size of the general government sector debt which means the lack of any relationship between expenditure on State aid and the size of the general government sector debt. In other words, the acceptance of the null hypothesis means the lack of the influence of State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies provided by the Member States of the European Union on the size of their general government sector debt. From the perspective taken in this paper it will be essential to reject the null hypothesis in favor of an alternative hypothesis which states that between the studied phenomena -expenditure on State aid and the size of the general government sector debt -there is a significant statistical relationship. From the tables of critical values of t-Student it is seen that ±t α 2 = ±2.1315 for α = 0.05 and n − 2 = 15 degrees of freedom. The null hypothesis can be rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis only when
; that is, when −t b < −2.1315 or +t b > +2.1315.
The second table contains regression statistics. Among the regression statistics are: the correlation coefficient, determination coefficient, standard error and the parameters of the F test; that is, the value of the F-test and the probability of making a type I error, when the hypothesis is verified concerning the lack of impact of expenditure on State aid on the size of the general government sector debt (the irrelevance of State aid expenditure in the regression model). The Ftest, similarly as the described above t-test, is used for testing the significance of linear regression coefficient β evaluation. The checking of this test is a statistic F having F-Snedecor distribution of k 1 and k 2 freedom degrees. When rejecting the null hypothesis F > F α of no relation between expenditure on State aid and the size of the general government sector debt and accepting the alternative hypothesis of the existence of a statistically significant relationship between the variables. From the table of critical values of the F-Snedecor for k 1 = 1 (1 independent variable) and k 2 = n−2 = 15 degrees of freedom and α = 0.05 we read F 0.05 = 4.543. Thus, the alternative hypothesis can be adopted only when F > 4.543.
Grants and general government sector debt
The most important statistical test in the simple regression analysis is a test of whether the regression coefficient equals zero. If in a specific case it could be concluded that the directional coefficient of the real regression line in the population equals zero, it would mean that between expenditure on State aid and the size of general government sector debt, there is no linear relation, or expenditure on State aid and the size of general government sector debt are not linearly dependent. Therefore, there should be a test of the linear relation occurrence between expenditure on State aid in the form of grants in the Member States and the size of their general government sector debt. Statistics on this test are shown in table 1. On the basis of the calculations set out in table 1, it should be distinguished that the statistical basis for the recognition of the occurrence of a linear relation between expenditure on State aid and the size of general government sector debt exists in the case of 22 Member States. This relation occurs also at the level of the European Union (EU-28).
Only for three countries is there a negative relation between the variables analyzed. For Italy, Malta, and Spain regression coefficients are negative, which means that expenditure on State aid in the form of grants have a negative impact on general government sector debt in these countries. The increase in expenditure on state aid by €1 million comes together with a fall in the size of general government sector debt -respectively -with an average of €122.76 million, €49.15 million, and €159.12 million. Estimation errors are respectively €36.46 million, €20.23 million and €44.28 million. Taking into account however the confidence interval for the regression coefficient, it can be said with a prob-ability of 95% that the increase of granted aid for undertakings with €1 million will cause a fall in general government sector debt by the value of the interval (€45.04 million; €200.48 million) for Italy, (€6.02 million; €92.28 million) for Malta, and (€64.75 million, €253.49 million) for Spain. It should also be noted that the probability of type I error (p-value), involving the rejection of a true null hypothesis that, in the case of those countries providing State aid in the form of grants which do not significantly affect the size of the general government sector debt of the countries, is below the accepted level of significance, i.e. 0.05. The consequence is that the result of the study in relation to these countries may be considered important, and thus the null hypothesis can be rejected in favour of the alternative hypothesis.
In the case of 19 Member States, the regression coefficient takes a positive value. Consequently, the increase in expenditure on State aid by €1 million is accompanied by an increase in GDP per capita by average: €91.01 million (Austria), €262.29 million (Belgium), €30.49 million (Bulgaria), €169.58 million (Cyprus), €40.17 million (Czech Republic), €29.17 million (Denmark), €10.75 million (Estonia), €155.45 million (Finland), €250.87 million (Greece), €29.02 million (Hungary), €342.90 million (Ireland), €14.28 million (Latvia), €84.45 million (Lithuania), €193.49 million (Netherlands), €43.33 million (Poland), €71.27 million (Romania), €99.66 million (Slovakia), €73.82 million (Slovenia), and €378.40 million (United Kingdom). At the level of the EU-28 increase in the value of general government sector debt is: €126.74 million.
Occurrence of the linear relationship between expenditure on State aid in the form of grants in the above-mentioned Member States and the size of their general government sector debt is also confirmed by the F test parameters, i.e. the value of the F-test and the probability of type I error when the hypothesis is verified on the lack of impact of expenditure on State aid to the size of general government sector debt (the irrelevance of State aid expenditure in the regression model). For all the indicated countries (also at the level of the European Union) F-test values are higher than the applied critical value of 4.543, and the probability of type I error is less than 0.05. The calculations in this regard are presented in table 2.
In the case of Italy, Malta and Spain, the values of the correlation coefficient are included in the interval (0.53; 0.68). These countries are characterized by the weak and medium negative relationship occurring between the amount of provided State aid and the size of their general government sector debt. Moreover, there can be no satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data. The determination coefficients for these countries equal 0.43, 0.28, and 0.46.
For Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, and Lithuania the correlation indicators are very strong: 0.902213, 0.881659, 0.883587, 0.840061, 0.875962, and the determination coefficients are: 0.813988, 0.777322, 0.780726, 0.705703, 0.76731. Therefore, variations in general government sector debt in these countries were explained in 81.40%, 77.73%, 78.07%, 70.57% and 76.73% with Belgium, Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, and United Kingdom are characterized by a strong positive correlation occurring between the amount of provided aid to undertakings and the size of general government sector debt -respectively 0.785352, 0.781979, 0.814421, 0.808115 and 0.826759. In the case of all five countries, there is the possibility to speak of a satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data. For example, in the case of United Kingdom, the coefficient of determination is 0.683531. This means that the variation in general government sector debt of United Kingdom has been explained in 68.35% with the volatility of the expenditure on State aid in the form of grants. The remaining 31.65% is the effect of random and non-random factors (other non-aid variables, the imprecise fit of a straight line to the empirical data etc.).
For all countries of the European Union (EU-28) between the amount of State aid in the form of grants and general government sector debt there is a positive correlation (r = 0.584679). However, the determination coefficient assumes lower values and amounts to 0.34185. This means that there can be no satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data. Table 3 presents the calculations for verifying the hypothesis, according to which State aid in the form of tax subsidies granted by the EU Member States State does not affect the size of general government sector debt in these countries.
Tax subsidies and general government sector debt
On the basis of the calculations in table 3, it can be concluded that in the case of five Member States (Cyprus, Italy, Malta, Portugal, and Spain), the regression coefficient takes a negative value. Consequently, the increase in tax subsidies by €1 million is accompanied by a decrease in general government sector debt by average: €28.89 million, €364.42 million, €24.68 million, €58.87 million, and €450.15 million. Margin of error is: €9.09 million, €84.35 million, €7.99 million, €9.47 million, and €157.63 million. Bearing in mind however the confidence interval for the regression coefficient, it can be said with a probability of 95% that the increase of granted state aid in the form of tax subsidies by €1 million will cause a decrease of general government sector debt of: Cyprus from €9.52 million to €48.26 million, Italy from €184.64 million to €544.21 million, Malta from €7.66 million to €41.7 million, Portugal from €38.67 million to €79.06 million and Spain from €114.18 million to €786.12 million. It should also be noted that the probability of type I error (p-value), involving the rejection of a true null hypothesis that, in the case of these five countries providing State aid in the form of tax subsidies do not significantly affect the size of the general government sector debt of the countries, is below the accepted level of significance, i.e. 0.05. The consequence is that the result of the study in relation to these countries, may be considered important, and thus the null hypothesis can be rejected in favour of the alternative hypothesis.
For Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Slovenia, Sweden and United Kingdom the regression coefficients take positive values, which means that the tax subsidies have a positive impact on general government sector debt of these countries. This relation occurs also at the level of the European Union (EU-28) .
The increase in tax exemptions and tax deferrals by €1 million is accompanied by a rise in general government sector debt -respectively -with an average of €182.04 million, €115.07 million, €115.14 million, €25.79 million, €83.46 million, €146.15 million, €201.47 million, €11.32 million, and €529.94 million. At the level of the EU-28 the increase in the size of general government sector debt is €331.45 million. For these countries the probability of making a type I error, connecting with the rejection of a real null hypothesis concerning lack of relation between the size of the State aid and the value of GDP, is very small and does not exceed the accepted level of significance of 0.05. Identical request as to the proposed hypothesis can be obtained by analyzing the value of F test (17.72, 17.76, 11.89, 6.24, 82.75, 39.42, 19.55, 4.88, 29.51, and 15 .02 for EU-28 level), and F significance (lower than 0.05). F test parameters and regression statistics for the studied relationship between the size of the State aid to promote risk capital and the value of GDP in the European Union countries are shown in table 4.
In the case of Portugal, one can speak of a strong correlation of State aid granted in the form of tax subsidies with the size of general government sector debt in a negative sense. The correlation indicator equals 0.84862. This model has a good fit to the empirical data, because for Portugal the determination coefficient is 0.720155. Therefore, variations in the size of general government sector debt in this country were explained in 72.02% with variations in tax exemptions and tax deferrals, while the remaining 27.98% result from the impact of other factors.
In the case of Cyprus, Italy, Malta, and Spain, the value of the correlation indicators are: 0.63441, 0.744621, 0.62367, and 0.593471. These countries are characterized by a weak and medium negative relationship occurring between the amount of provided State aid in the form of tax subsidies and the size of its general government sector debt. Moreover, there can be no satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data. The determination coefficients equal 0. 402476, 0.55446, 0.388964, and 0.352207. For Finland the correlation indicator is very strong: 0.920078 and the determination coefficient is 0.846543. Therefore, variations in general government sector debt in this country were explained in 84.65% with variations in State aid granted in the form of tax exemptions and tax deferrals, while the remaining 15.35% result from the impact of other factors. This means that the predictions can be created basing on the Finnish model, because the regression model is characterised by a satisfactory fit and is little burdened with the estimation error, which provides grounds for precise forecasting. In the case of France and United Kingdom, one can speak of a strong correlation of state aid granted to companies with the size of their general government sector debt in a positive sense: 0.851087 and 0.814245. These models have a good fit to the empirical data, as its calculated coefficient of determination is 0.724348 and 0.662995. Therefore, variations in general government sector debt in these countries were explained in 72.44% and 66.30% with variations in tax subsidies, while the remaining 27.56% and 33.70% result from the impact of other factors.
In the case of Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovenia, and Sweden, the values of the correlation coefficient are included in the interval (0.495366; 0.752221). These countries are characterized by a weak or medium positive relationship occurring between the amount of provided State aid in the form of tax subsidies and the size of their general government sector debt. Moreover, there can be no satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data. The determination coefficients for these countries equals from 0.245387 to 0.565837.
For all countries of the European Union (EU-28) between the amount of State aid in the form of tax subsidies and general government sector debt there is a positive correlation (r = 0.707393). However, the determination coefficient assumes lower values and amounts to 0.500405. This means that there can be no satisfactory adjustment of the regression line to the empirical data.
Discussion
The concept of state intervention carried out by fiscal policy has developed quite rapidly and gained new supporters till the seventies of the twentieth century, that is, until in many economies the phenomenon of stagflation was observed. The effectiveness of interventions recommended by the supporters of the Keynesian trend was significantly weakened when, developing rapidly up till then, the economies of Western countries fell into stagnation, reflected by the minimum rate of economic growth, an increase in unemployment, and high inflation [Owsiak, 2006, pp. 63-64] . "Just as the Great Depression caused doubting in the mechanisms of the free market and liberalism, so stagflation of the early seventies led to a retreat from Keynesian economics and the rebirth of classical ideas" [Godłów-Legiędź, 2005, p. 557] . The then existing so-called oil crisis, which caused deep structural changes in the economies of individual countries, gave rise to criticism of State intervention carried out by fiscal policy, the effect of which was to be the violation of market mechanisms, undermining the laws governing the market and the destruction of the economy's resources. The monetarist revolution at the political level meant a return to the ideals of classical liberalism -to a free-market system with the limited role of the State in the economy. Objections raised to the idea of economic regulation, however, did not entirely negate the concept of state intervention, but led to a shift of impact on the economy from fiscal instruments to monetary instruments. As the State was accused of increasing the budget deficit and public debt, which were the factors causing inflation, monetarists gathered around M. Friedman recognized as a funda-mental issue the regulation of the money supply, mainly through indirect instruments, such as interest rates, exchange rates, or required reserves rates. Monetarism as a determination of macroeconomic doctrine became a point of reference for most of the discussion on the role of the state in the economy and, consequently, in the eighties and nineties of the twentieth century in the economic policy of highly developed countries free market trends began to dominate.
At the beginning of the twenty-first century there was a return to the need for State intervention in economic processes. Essential in this range was the position of the European Commission, whose task is to exercise control over compliance with European rules relating to the Member States' intervention in the economy [Botta, 2016, pp. 265-278; Pisapia, 2015, pp. 45-64] . A special role is played here by rules on granting State aid because their violation can lead to distortions of competition in the internal market. The European Commission, which has a wide range of competence in the field of State aid in this situation, had to settle the approach of applying the rules of aid admissibility of the Member States. This was essential, because the concept of aid is not defined in more detail in Article 107 par. 1 TFEU. Rather, its definition must be deduced from the elements set forth in that provision [Maurici, Sargent, 2015, pp. 621-643] . The prevailing opinion unanimously assumes in this connection that the concept of aid covers the granting of an advantage in the broadest sense of the term -"in any form whatsoever" -and therefore a broader area then the concept of a subsidy. While the concept of a subsidy only includes the positive granting of an advantage by the State, i.e. some additive benefit in cash or in kind -the concept of aid extends to the reduction of a financial burden. A reduction or exemption from taxes or social security contributions can therefore contain aid to the same extent as grants, investment of capital, granting of loans, delivery of goods or provisions of services [Nicolaides, Metaxas, 2014, pp. 51-60] . Hence, State measures which "mitigate the charges which are normally included in the budget of an enterprise and which, without therefore being subsidies in the strict meaning of the word, are similar in character and have the same effect", likewise constitute aid under long-standing case law of the EU Courts [Biondi, 2013 [Biondi, , pp. 1719 [Biondi, -1743 Baumane, Vodolagins, 2017, pp. 231-245] . It does not matter whether and to what extent the reduction in charges payable by the enterprise, for instance the tax concession or other benefit granted to an enterprise preparing to make an investment, is ultimately advantageous or disadvantageous to the finances of the affected public budget [Nicolaides, 2015, pp. 573-586] . The sole decisive factor is whether the State grants an economic advantage to a specific enterprise [Micheau, 2015, pp. 323-348] . The Commission and the Courts have viewed in particular the legislative exemption from or deferral of taxes or security contributions as State aid [Milhet, 2017 [Milhet, , pp. 1433 [Milhet, -1452 . Aid is also deemed present where the State administration remains inactive and fails to collect promptly, or at all, taxes which are owed by a particular enterprise.
Conclusions
From the economic point of view relating to state interventionism it ought to be noted that State aid can be a justified action mainly because of the social prosperity if free competition market mechanisms do not bring satisfactory results. In this case, a well-planned state intervention may improve the allocation of production factors, reduce the irregularity in market functioning and enable the achievement of common interest. The major criterion for providing State aid should be rationality, which is the highest determinant of the admissibility of using aid measures. It results from the fact that in a market economy competition is essential for the proper functioning of the market and protecting the interests of its participants. State aid should not violate it unless its violation will be compensated by positive market phenomena caused by providing the aid. With the use of the aid instrument the State realizes objectives that are considered a priority for socioeconomic development.
The proposed research thesis in the paper, according to which, both in relation to the European Union and its individual Member States, State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies is positively correlated with the size of the general government sector debt, should be rejected. It cannot be considered as true the thesis that with increasing the amount of grants and tax subsidies the EU general government sector debt increases. It was incorrect to assume that this correlation occurs for all Member States, because the amounts spent on State aid in the form of grants and tax subsidies to enterprises are very different at the level of individual Member States. Different is also the proportion of aid actually granted in the aid approved by the European Commission.
